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STEVEN 0. HDRKK, SEN 224760 
ANDREW L.YOUNHNS, SBN 2678] t 
THE TTDRICK LAW FIRM 
6114 La Sane Avenue *8» 
Oakland, California 94611 
Telephone; (5 10) 788-5 100 
Fa&fcfle: (51$ 291-3226 
E-mail: sgt@tidriclcl2W.com 
E-mail: afy@tidrickiaw,com 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES j§Y FAX 



JOYCE MCHNNEY, 

Plaintiff, 



UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 

Civil Case Nanber 

wmmi 



TOOL MORRIS; SUNDANCE SELECTS; 
IPC FILMS LLC; RAINBOW MEDIA 
HOLDINGS LLC; CABLEVISION 
SYSTEMS CORPORATION; AIR LOOM 
ENTERPRISES LLC; MOXE PICTURES 
INC: MARK UPSON; ROCK PAPER 
SCISSORS, LLC; JOHN KUSIAK; MILAN 
ENTERTAINMENT INC; and DOES 1-SO, 

Defendants, 



COMPLAINT FOR: 

(1) COMMON LAW 
MISAPPROPRIATION OF 
LIKENESS; 

(2) COMMERCIAL 
MISAPPROPRIATION OF 
UKESMS-OVIL CODE 93344; 

(3) INTRUSION ON SECLUSION; 

(4) FALSE LIGHT; 

(5) DEFAMATION; 

(6) INTENTIONAL 
MISREPRfSENTATCHfFRAUD; 

(7) BREACH OF CONTRACT; 

(8) INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF 
EMOTIONAL DISTRESS; 

(9) CONVERSION; 

(10) UNJUST ENRICHMENT; 
(It) VIOLATION OF GAL, Bfr& & 

PROF. CODE 1 17200 

JUgy TRIAL DEMANDED 



ammumr 



1 ftatatfffJoyce McKinney asserts this Conqplajnt against Errol Morris, Sundance 

2 Seteets, IFC Films LLC, Rainbow Mafia Holdings LLC, Cablevision Systems Corporation, 
I Air Loom Enterprises LLC, Moxie Pictures Inc., Mark Upson, Reek Pfcper Scissors, LLC, 

4 John Kusiak, Milan Entertainment Inc., and Does 1-50 (collectively, "Defendants"), and 

5 alleges as follows; 

6 INTRODUCTION 

I I. According to a press release, "Tabloid," Errol Memfc's nmt recent film, 
S "pushes the boundaries of documentary film " which is true; the film's subject, Joyce 
9 McKinney, was unwittingly tricked into giving Morris an interview, which she was told 
DO would help "clear [her] name" as part of a Showtime television series about the paparazzi. 

II Instead, Exrol Moris and bis associates schemed to piece together an Rotated, defamatory film 

12 about Joyce herself. The film dredges up a loog-dead tabloid hoax, the so-called "Manaded 

13 MraanwT story. British tabloids concocted that story in IWl based on false information that 
04 Menmons disseminated when McKinney tried to rescue her fiance' from the Mentions, which 

115 led to McEmm^s wrongful arrest for "carrying away" her fiance. Over thirty years later, 

116 "Tabloid" revives the "Manacled Mammon" story and takes it to a new, outrageous level. In 
17 September 2009, while Morris interviewed McKinney for the non-existent Showtime 

IS television series, his cronies ransacked her luggage and stole personal photographs and 

H9 memorabilia that she had planned to use for a bcuri^rnanioirs based on her life. One off 

20 Mfflamsfs cronies, Mark Lipson, repeatedly lied to McKinney in deceptive attempts to obtain 

21 her purported consent. The film promotes vicious and malicious lies about McKinney. It 

22 casts a positive light on various unscrupulous tabloid "journalists" who created the scandal 

23 and who repeatedly insulted and slandered McKinney, questioned her character and morality, 

24 and accused her offraping a 300 pound, 6*5" man. The film portrays McKinney as a 

25 prostitute. It portrays her as engaging in S&M for money, while flashing sex ads with 

26 pictures off women who are not McKinney. It portrays her with a hypodermic needle inserted 

27 in her genital area. It includes comments about "vagina dentate" while showing an X-ray offa 

28 vagina with teeth, followed by a stolen photo off McKinney where the camera has zoomed in 
2 

asmumr 



1 

% 
I 

4 

§ 
S 
7 
8 
9 

to 

II 
112 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
28 



©n her crotch, then pans up to her face. The film uses at stolen, innocent photo offtVteRinney 
in a college musical, "The Apple Tree," to poitray her as an evil seductress, MeKtaney mm 
authorized any of this. The deception was so disgusting that, in order to force McKinney 
under duress to sign a "Consent," Memfe's crony Mark Upson promised a desperate woman a 
lawyer to help save her service dog from being killed in a pound. In fact, no lawyer showed 
up for a critical hearing, and MfcSjone^s service dog was killed. Upon and Monii mm 
never honest with McKinney, and they exploited McKams^s charm and story to line their 
own pockets. 

THE PARTIES 

2. Hsanaijfil Joyce McKinney ('TMarhtiiF) is an individual, 

3. Defendant Enrol Morris ("Morris") is an individual residing in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, and at all relevant times mentioned herein was conducting business in the slate 
of California, 

4. Defendant Sundance Selects ("Sundance") is, on information and belief, an 
entity that at all relevant times mentioned herein was conducting business in the slate of 
California. 

5. Defendant IFC Films LLC ("IPC") is a Delaware limited liability company 
having its principal place of business in New York that at all relevant times mentioned herein 
was conducting business in the state of California. 

6. Defendant Rainbow Media Holdings LLC ("Rainbow") is a Delaware limited 
liability company having its principal place of business in New York that at all relevant times 
mentioned herein was conducting business in the state of California. 

7. Defendant Cablevision Systems Corporation ("Cablevision") is a Delaware 
corporation having its principal place of business in New York that at all relevant times 
mentioned herein was conducting business in the slate of California. 

8. Defendant Air Loom Enterprises LLC ("Air Loom") is a limited liability 
company duly organized under the laws of the state of California that at all relevant times 
mentioned herein was conducting business in the state of California. 
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9. Defendant Moxie Pictures Inc. ("Moxie") is a corporation duly organised 
under the laws of the state of California that at all relevant times mentioned herein was 
conducting business in the state of California, 

tO. Defendant Mark Upson C'Lipson") is an individual residing in Venice, 
California. 

11. Defendant Rock Paper Scissors, LLC f*RPS w ) is a limited liability company 
duly organized under the laws of the state of California that at all relevant times mentioned 
herein was conducting business in the state off California, 

12. Defendant John Kusiak is an individual residing in Arlington, Massachusetts. 

13. Defendant Milan Entertainment Inc. is a California corporation having its 
principal place of business in California that at all relevant times mentioned herein was 
conducting business in the state of California, 

14. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, associate or 
otherwise, of each of the Defendants designated herein as DOES are unknown to Ptaintiffat 
this time and therefore said Defendants are sued by such fictitious names. Htiilsff will 
amend this Complaint to show their true names and capacities when ascertained. Plaintiff is 
informed and believes and thereon alleges that each Defendant designated herein as a DOE 
defendant is legally responsible in some manner for the events and happenings herein alleged 
and in such manner proximately caused damages to Watotiififas hereinafter further alleged. 

15. Maaafttffis informed and believes and thereon alleges that each of the 
Defendants was acting as the agent, employee, partner, or servant of each of die remaining 
Defendants and was acting within the course and scope of that relationship, and gave consent 
to, ratified, and authorized the acts alleged herein to each of the remaining defendants. 

JURISDICTION 

16. The Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to California 
Code of Civil Procedure § 410. 10 because they are residents of California, are doing business 
in the State of California, have committed acts or omissions in California with respect to one 
or more causes of action arising from these acts or omissions, and/or have caused effects in 
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California with respect to one or more causes of action arising from (hue ifftcti, 

17. Venue is proper in Los Angeles County in accordance with Code of Civil 
ft@6§duf@ § 395(a) because injury to PlrirtMFis alleged to have occurred in this county, 

GENERAL ALLEGATION S 

18. Defendants, individually andlor through their/its employees/agents, wrote, 
produced, and/or distributed the motion picture 'Tabloid," 

19. On or about August of2D09, Plaintiff was contacted by Ajae Clearway 
(''Clearway"), a woman who claimed to be producing a television series for Showtime, and 
who asked Plaintiff to give an interview about paparazzi and how they destroy privacy, 

20. Thirty two years earlier, in 11977, when PbimoiffiF attempted to rescue her fiance, 
Kirk Anderson, from the MomruftS, she was wrongfully arrested for "carrying away" her 
fiance, based on false information disseminated by Motmons and tabloids who falsely accused 
Ptafteiffl" of chaining the 300-pound Anderson to a bed and repeatedly "raping" him for three 
days. McKinney was 112 pounds, a beautiful young woman who had been crowned Miss 
Wyoming. At that time and to tins day, Pfantilffhas always maintained her innocence. 
Pbmtiffiwas a moral woman and a virgin when she met her fiance*. The tabloid media 
sensationalized the events. The Daily Mirror called it the "Manacled Mmmon" story. 

21. Clearway told Pbiaiffiffmat Ekrol totems, a director and maker of films, 

including "The Thin Blue Line" and "Fog ofi'War" wished to interview Plaintiff. Clearway 

stated that it would be a "short interview" about tabloid tactics and paparazzi and bow they 

destroy privacy, and would be shown on Showtime network. Clearway told FfeMffiffthat 

Morris knew that Hantiffiwas innocent ofi accusations thai had been leveled against her in 

England in 11977 and would depict that fact in the TV show. Clearway told PlbnvnW that St 

would help "clear your name." Clearway told Hftmtliffithat Moansfs agents would go to 

England to obtain court records to show that Ffeihtiffiwas never even charged with rape, and 

would share the records with her. Clearway promised that no defamatory niBH&erial would be 

used, and nothing at all from the Mrfor tabloid. Clearway also promised that in order 

to protect PlaantififTs privacy, Ftoimilff s home. Homily and pets would not be photographed, 

as 
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htf legation would not be revealed, and her contact information would not b§ provided I© 
jeuiftgliiti. Based on these promises, all of which were violated. Plaintiff agreed to give 
Morris an interview on September 12, 2009. 

%%. By letter dated August 28, 2009, Clearway confirmed Plaintiffs interview Ofl 
September 12,2009, and stated that a Town Car would be sent to pick Plaintiff «p and bring 
her back after the interview. That letter, signed by Clearway, indicates that it is from Air 
Loom. On information and belief, Clearway was, at all relevant times, an employee of Air 
Loom. 

23. Based on her conversation with Clearway, Plaintiff reasonably beheved that 
the upcoming interview by ErrcJ Morris would be used as part of a Showtime television 
series, and that it would reflect positively on Plaintiffs reputation and affirm her innocence of 
false accusations that Mormons and British tabloids made against her in Great Britain in 1977, 

24. On the morning of September 12,2009, instead of sending a Town Car to 
Plauttifffs residence. Clearway and other individuals arrived at Plaintiffs home in two 
vehicles, an SUV ami a compact car. Clearway barged rudely into Plaintiffs home and 
office, stating thai one photograph of her in the Miss USA beauty pageant was needed for the 
Showtime TV series. Clearway looked around Plaintiffs office and plundered through 
Plaintiffs belongings, including materials for a book that Plaintiff was writing about her 
ordeal in England in 1977. Gearaay granted Plaintiff's news clips, memorabilia, and 
treasured photos. Clearway roughly dumped some of these materials into plastic bins that 
Clearway had brought with her to Plaintiffs home, and picked up McKihney's luggage 
containing other materials. Clearway toM Plaintiff that these material&couldi be sorted 
through al their destination as they needed only one picture of Plaintiff in the Miss USA 
beauty pageant but that they were in a harry because ErroU was waiting. 

25. This behavior surprised Plaintiff but she believed Clearway's representations. 
Plaintiff understood that she herself would bdp sort through the materials that Clearway's 
associates were bringing from Plaintiffs home to their destination, and than alter the ""short 
interview" aft the studio, Broil Moim woukdpkkouttlteoremctu^ 
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Showtime tdevisum series, and then return the v&tEmalls to H&kftift 19ms 



26. Hfflinrififfis visually Hundred. She ms nttKwmc «ffi(nr rit&nnedflflffltesloiSo 
location to which she wis being driven on SepteMfoer IE2. 2009 for Iter anteKtf «Mh fltftarak. 

27. Oo Ssptisatosr tfajnsufl; ©fcaug ^ Oearw^ s*sii IteEfoidkrttf Ax 
qgcils, arrived at linear destination. wfticfa tfgg&ei klciwaflioo and fedl&Ins tfoeaied bn Van Nh^& 
Califonua,ShowBa$toriios, 

28. Ahjifru^: !^ 



oqaaksacts, sfrajiflg alls His flSW? stoiy 4 
met Kik Andean how she ftadfcee^ 

had been slandered, ftfcnis also asked ^bM^t&wmiim^^^m&^^^^p^si 
tint PlantsffiFhad pwcftnsed ssweial y&ss earlier,, and also a^kedi ffiteflttffiseveial ^ofF-cetaf'' 
questions, PteaB0ff , s«s ssaqmsed ussk^ oCTBfitjRgs qyesikjas* winch ste: #i we^'SsiaB^kir 
relevant to the Stawtinn television series as &^ 

29. men Mtoms finished wnmfewfog Ftehufffand TOMfaiiffienMged from nae 
iiitcRftffeW', rathet than teviewing die orafttiiials thttnqjbt itom Iter tMne with tMlunus <n oidket^, 
i%a^fffefcffid thai Bdfeff&aft^ ^oifltep^ 1^^^ IboMi^ iaraw^i IraimsiteiijHk 
while she was in the kfcRtffefe MafkLiip^ane«s(!fc^QffA^ 
PteMSPs materials until Tuesday* bA IMrttiffAowed Kqnest ftHfing Um (Haft dm tad 
edll^^»3^l^it»r^rs^^a-i^ek mtapsnftkitmitaM^^ 

token many ©fPteiitftflPs notefiak 

3& Up*an alao tried to g^ff&Mfffte 
$Sf*^fc&- 1^.200^ after fteMlfil; fcgerview m& Eaisfc&d. tttiniilffiefittedti»s«ni. 
Up&fe apparently ftadHttifmuld «* $api lbs teuai^ Hiamiffrs mmv 

Whitiriflf^T 1 
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31. Lipson loiersem FlkiklWaktler dated September H& 2009 Kton^wnicd fey 
the proposed release with the dale haadssrilisn as Seffteastfesr vrith ffianiiffFs mbsdc 
handwritten, hamiddkiniiRiDBSSpd^ Tbeideasepjip«^lDpHttl%feiBidtaftslfae 
unlimited right to use Pfeihttfirs likeness and ittcrvicw"in and in comccdon with Hbe 
production, exploitation, and/or distribution of the &xumMxy notion picture H totcvision 
production currently entitled TabtoidT F^ntfcu^uol»gnit 

32. The kiter referring to dm Septonba- 10.2009 adkme sIMed: "This is a nan- 
exclusive agreement and in no way ties up jiour life rights* 1 The tetter also £ta$s& "This 
agreement only penains to the use offthc mttrview inthc Biol Mtarris TV show, @e) tie 
cannot sell or license the interview footage to another show.* las JeJIardsotiaftodtfrt "flax 
episode will be a small portion" of THE SERIES" (emphasis in original). TJg fatter stated 
thai it intended to make these points "very ckarto you" m order to "address UMttons." 
At the end of die letter, directly under the words "Yours truly, Mark LifBaoC the following 
words are printed; "Untitled - Enol Moms TV Scries." 

33. Tits te«^ae€0ffip^ykg the^teaEte 11^ WB tde&se m& designed safes: 
easier for Haiaftifflrto read than the release, being in boldface and in a lacger font 

34. Subsequeift to September!^ 

print materials that had been taken to the totion ofher atflerview cm Sepfeaoter HI, 3009 

were missing from her suitcase, for example: treasured photographs ofMbjQmcy as a baby 

belonging to her parent*; materials about the libelous "Manacled Itaaori" tabloid story; two 

film treatment* that PtoeMM'hfld vwilten, one eauftteti" A Very Special Lowe Stay;* and a 

film treaunenl about PteatttffiTs cloned dogs; family home mowies beton^ng to Kain3f£rs 

parents; a valuable memorabilia collection documenting FQuntfffls love story; and private 

Gerreipondence about P^htUSs cloned dogs. 

ftsisftffi tpeke with Lipsoa about the Materials that were nmsing from her 

luilEflM; Initially Liplion denied Air Losnrf a involvement in retaining or baling to return any 

of Mafrnlfr materials or belongings. 

Upton and Clearway continued repeatedly to call and harass PtamrteYto ask 
I 
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her for additional infotmatioii about her past, and to pressure her to sign some sort of paper. 
Upson continued to deny that he had stolen any photos. 

37. On or about September 29, 2009, Plaintiff, Upson, and Clearway met to 
discuss a new draft of the release ("the September 29, 2009 release''). The draft of the 
September 29, 2009 release, as prepared by Defendants, contains some changes in wording. 
For example, the September 29, 2009 release eliminates the words "motion picture" that were 
in the following phrase of the September 12*2009 release; "the documentary motion picture / 
television production currently entitled Tabloid'.."' Indeed, the September 29, 2009 release 
replaces mat phrase with the words: "the documentary television production currently entitled 
Tabkwff." However, the September 29, 2009 release, which was supposed to be about a 
"Showtime television series" on paparazzi and states that "it pertains exclusively to any and 
all aspects of the Project to Showtime Networikj" is deceptively worded to purportedly allow 
Defendants later to "edit or otherwise alter, distribute, exhibit, broadcast, promote, and 
advertise the Project, including excerpts therefrom, in any and all manner and media . . . , 
including, without limitation, by means of documentary motion picture, . . Moreover, based 
on what Lipson and Clearway stated orally and by letter, Plaintiff understood the project to be 
a Showtime TV series that would reflect positively on her and "clear [her] nameJ" 

38. Upon being presented with the September 29, 2009 release, Plaintiff marked it 
up with strikethroughs, additions, and deletions. For example, Plaintiff changed "September 
11,2009* to "September 29,2809", and she struck through a portion of the release that 
purported to release Defendants from liabilities and legal claims. Plaintiff asked Lipson to 
create a revised version frra>rporatiiig the handwritten changes. Lipson told Plaintiff to initial 
the changes, and insisted that Ptamtiff not have a lawyer review it before signing it 

39. After September 29,2909, Lipson began telling Plaintiff that she was 
"mentally ill" and "crazy" and should "go see a psychiatrist" 

40. Around November 2009, Plaintiff became involved in legal action to save her 
beloved service dog Jazz Puppy, a licensed service dog who was trained as a mobility dag afld 
was also protection trained, from being killed by local animal control officials. UpSR 
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information and belief, Defendants knew of the situation involving Jazz Puppy, saw it as 
making Flaintiffrwlnarable, and seized the opportunity to prey upon Plaintiff. 

41. Eventually, following repeated inquiries by Plaintiff about her missing 
materials, Lipson admitted that Air Loom had kept some of the materials taken from 
PlamtifTs suitcase on September 12*2009. Lipson began attempting to blackmail Plaintiff, 
stating that he would return these materials to Plaintififfif she would sign another release. 

42. On March 174 20 1 0, Upson, without permission, entered the premises where 
Plaintiff was staying by climbing over a fence, and forcing his way in by pounding on the 
door and shouting that if Plaintiff did not sign a paper, her dog would die. Lipson had with 
him another version of the release, this one entitled "Consent" ("the March 1X2010 release"). 

43. When Lipson presented Plaintiff with the March O,, 20 10 release, Mastiff was 
visibly desperate and emotional about saving her dog Jazz Puppy. In addition to being 
distraught, Plainfliiffifwas exhausted from worry and lack off sleep, did not not have her 
eyeglasses, and did not have an opportunity to get her eyeglasses, which, being partially blind, 
she would have needed in order to carefully review the release. 

44. Plamftnfifiasked Lipson if the release covered the photos and other materials that 
they bad stolen from her in September. Lipson told PlaintiifSTthat the release applied only to 
the footage offM«m"s interview with Plaintiff. 

45. Lipson threatened PtatafflTthal her dog would die iff she did not sign the paper. 
He told her that iff she signed the release, he would have the "finest lawyer on Wibnire 
Bdiraamf* to help save her dog, but only iff she signed it immediately, staling that she did not 
have time to take the release to a lawyer ox her dog would die. Lipson played on PtaintifPs 
emotional slate and her fear offtosing her beloved dog. At one point, Plaint^if clenched her 
hand tightly to avoid taking the pen that lipson thrust at her and Lipson stabbed her band wiih 
the pen, causing her hand to bleed, and screamed "sign it, sign it, orthe dog will dief* 

46. Relyirig on LqpamTs deceit^ 

release only authorized use ©flthe feotage from IMksnriss's inCerview off PlamrirT on Septemlmr 

112* 2009 for use iin the Showtime television setries that had been described to Boer, exhausted 
w 
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from worry and lack of sleep, and believing that Upson would help save her dog from being 
killed, Plaintifflf signed a copy of the March 17, 2010 release under severe duf§§§, 

47. Plaintiff signed this release only after striking through a part of the document 
referring to the "documentary motion production currently entitled Tabloid 1 . . * (emphasis 
added), yet another example of wording that was designed to deceive Plaintiff, and only after 
Lipson promised to make corrections to the remainder of the document to conform to the 
September 29, 2009 release. Indeed, the draft of the March 17*2010 release contains 
language that Plaintiff specifically deleted or struck through on the September 29, 2009 
release. For example, the March 17*2010 release contains the words "literary materials" 
which PlaintifThad specifically deleted from the September 29,2009 release, 

48. When Mark Lipson left Plaintiff's home on March 17*2010, he took with him 
various paperwork relating to Plaintiff's dog, which Lipson promised to give to an attorney 
and which he never returned. Defendants, including Mark Lipson, did little or nothing to 
provide Plaintiff with proper legal representation in the matter of her dog Jazz being killed by 
animal control. The lawyer that Lipson claims to have hired refused to talk with PlafettflT, 

49. When Defendants failed to save PtaiBiffis dog, Plaintiff called Lipson to ask 
why no lawyer had been present at the stay of execution hearing, why nothing had been done 
to assist, and why the lawyer whom Lipson claimed to have hired would not even talk with 
her. Lipson laughed at her, and bragged that he had paid someone $2,000 to rattle her dog's 
cage and agitate the dog to make him bark and appear vicious, and made a video to make him 
falsely appear vicious that was used in court, which resulted in the dog's execution. 

50. Lipsoa's comments about taking part in the killing of her service dog made 
Plaintiff, who was already traumatized about losing her dog, hysterical. Lipson again taunted 
her, saying "if you have a nervous breakdown, Enrol Morris will pay your medical bills." 

5 1 1 Later, after Plaintiff had become suspicious of Defendants' intentions, Plaintiff 
told Lipson: If you aren't trying to clear my name and instead somehow resurrect the old 
tabloid kidnap/rape yam, you would destroy my life and my famrilyy-iit would kill my mother. 
In response. Lipson again stated: "Enol Morris will pay your medical bills." 
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52. Apart from Dsfemfafc* attempts to coerce Mantffinto signing As 
aforementioned releases. Defendants never attempted to secure Ptafefitti consent to use the 
footage from the interview for a motion picture allegedly bused on her life, ©r to U89 her 
JflomSS, her materials (photographic, video recording, newsprint or otherwise), or pontons of 
the interview with Morris, and Pbinttfirnever offered or gave such consent, At no time did 
PJamtiffever agree to, consent to, request, or acquiesce in, the making and publication oft 
movie about herself, her private activities, or her 1977 love story and cult rescue saga. 

53. On August 7, 2010, Mark Lipson arrived at Ptemtififfs home bearing a birthday 
card and flowers, even though it was not PfcnnliffTs birthday. Lipson had a small camera 
hidden under his arm. Upset by Lipsonfs conduct, PtanflWasked Lipson whether or not she 
was being filmed, and Lipson replied in the negative. Lipson also stated, **I have a gift for 
you - a bracelet/ 1 He gave her what turned outto be a cheap plastic pop bead braceleU 
stating, "itfs a karma bracelet, you're going to get waatfs corning to ye»P In reality, this 
comment was a statement of DeftaataaV malicious intent. Lipson continued the deception 
about the non-existent Showtime television series, and did not tell PhaaJaiTabout the 
production of a movie. He made statements to MainaWabout the TV series to make her think 
that the series would help her find a buyer far her book and screenplay, 

54. Subsequent to August 7, 2010, Pbarttifif spoke to Kevin Young, an attorney for 
Showtime network. Young denied that Showtime was working with Mark Lipson or Enrol 
Morris or making a TV series or anything concerning MeKinney, RaMff also spoke with 
other Showtime employees in development and acquisitions but they stated that they knew 
nothing about the project. Ptamtifffalso received a votcemail, which upon information and 
befefwas from a woman representing Showtime. The voicemail verified Yenngfs 
statements, and indicated that Showtime had rejected Lipsanf s and Mons's project proposal. 

55. In September of 2010, Hakaiff learned that something relating to the interview 

footage would be showing at the Telluride Him Festival. Hatflf called Lipson about it, 

asking him why a Showtime television series would be shown at a film festival. Lipson stated 

that what would be showing at Telluride was merely "raw footage," in order to test it on an 
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washing to find a^pcrialgig?' 1 asa^Utt$*oatflrtC; 

deceased Mead; 

Mtfffis&ewsd Iki a teatdfe tfiCMm^fm, life ^H^tolfo t^tfteoff 
Otes^na fegfead w^r (ft* ^fe^ ^ tih& W&UmffltoHfi 
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'iinwflffii^ flashed over the screen wife l^hliffiviwdc^tiNn^ttefeisc 
accusations ofi^uawriffin^ceg'' « the fart ©ffAndwsWS; 
K Interviews whh Peter Toy in which be described tfeMradnafpfeg* 
Kirk Anderson, "ctaufliog himto*l«C , ^^R^^^^*^^ift 

on-scrccn, as iff Msftrtiafaod Iter fianc6 were littfes; 
not; 

1. 1 t portrays &fc&imey %s a sfefe ¥#a& 

ads from sex papers n wbkh j«S*^?ri\^^^«rin6ite^^eff 
women ^ ate art Hmin^^ 
it !t suggested fritdftmiey sold s&xual sem^ta w^a&KftM fa 
numerous sex ads, showing sKhadgreife&feltewing; 

k an ad ^slftt TODa^s BUMr* N*fth taagaeffa mmm 
her tare 

H. another ad sating ^OUTCALL MASSAGE - SIO TITS ,,, fe ya» 

heme or model featm* 1 and *Fulty enj©y a^ng |W** 
til ^©te «& "BiO QNriS - Wi HAVi "iM ^© m 

mmmmmm 

iv, ^©(ii^*^ ffi«MI^ ^fei^sif^L, ik^fe^® iifee -*^r^ ^L^V^T 
*eveiy eetsowfC Til ehtfn jpwC 'iite^d^^ "totte my naBte'^ 
anatodlf»ft£a%$lbs£U(^ 

obey." "twiliyou tike a dag? "INI wife ear pau^ tayour bet," "Sam 
fee fc&sress Safe,* "fctfs&aU 
viv at&te$d,ip3ti£^«toG^^ 



1 ENGLISH LEATHER - GUARANTEED SATISFACTION - ALL 

2 FETISHES ALL FANTISIES ENFORCED"; 

3 viL another ad includes the woixls "HOUSE OF DOMINANCE;?' 

4 "BONDAGE DISCIPLINE CHAINS, WHIPS - 5 DIFFERENT 

5 KINDS OF ENEMAS - UNTRAINED OR TRAINED 

6 SUBMISSJVES - 3 ALL NEW FULLY EQUIPPED DUNGEONS 

7 - ALL FANTASIES & FETISHES CATERED T8D- 

8 SPECIALIZED SERVICES FOR T.V.-S - OPEN 7-DAYS NOON 

9 TO MIDNIGHT'; 

10 viii. another ad, partially obscured, includes the words "CALL ME 

11 TAKE ME I'M YOURS"; 

112 ix. another ad, partially obscured, includes the words "WILD COEDS 

13 OUTCALL SPECIALIZING IN BIG TITS WET AND READY": 

114 x. another ad, partially obscured, includes the words "DOUBLE 

IS PLEAS. ? . SERVING LA" 

116 o. Depictions of Plaintiff" with "faked nudes" of her head superimposed on 

117 others' bodies and altered photos to make her appear to have a sordid past: 
H8 p. Coinranatffls about "vagina deniaia" in the course ©fflelling a supposed story 
119 about FMfltffiand showing an X-ray offa vagina with teeth, followed 

20 within 5 seconds by a photograph off MdGnney where the camera has 

21 zoomed in on her crotch, then pans up to her face; 

22 q. An image of PlaihitftTs Mss USA photo altered to show a huge 

23 hypodermic needle insetted in her vaginal area, with a grimacing altered 

24 head, such depiction appearing both in the film and m the trailer, 

25 r. A clip ©fla (television repsm about supposed accusations against ffHsimtilT 

26 ncgnnfang "kidnapping" which in lact and reality was not a kidnap at all but 

27 1 a cash nescue «#I*!attiir& feteved fiance; 

s. An ikitetview with Jackson Sbaw m winch the wm4§ "The Thiif ¥ swgr© 

its 
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flashed over his image while he was recounting his false version of events, 
t. Shaw and the prevaricating tabloid reporters are portrayed as truth-tellers, 
while McKinney is portrayed as a liar, a flake, and as an oversexed 
prostitute who raped a man, 

62. The film is deliberately designed to cast doubt on PlaaatifTs account of what 
actually occurred in 1 977. The film presents interview clips and images of Plaintiff, followed 
by interview clips of others, especially and including Peter Tory and Jackson Shaw-msne of 
whom were actually present at the cottage with Plaintiff and Kirk Andtensan^i resenting 
substantially different versions of events, with their versions contradicting PliilMPs account 
and the facts. Tory referred to PtantifiTs truthful account as "nonsense'" and made light of 
what he calls a "sanitized version of the truth." Shaw and Tory falsely suggested mat PlannfiffiF 
and her brotherly friend, architect Keith May, had engaged in sexual activities together, and 
that May was her dim-witted slave. They also imply that MaMnff was a "call girl" who at 
various points been paid, for sexual services, which was blatantly untrue. ftawtilFwas a 
virgin who had saved herself for her fiance, whom she deeply loved, and to whom she was 
devoted and faithful. 

63. The film also contains several minutes of interview about PhintliifiFs dog Beeper 
and PteairtMfrs efforts to clone him. The use off this portion of the interview in the film, as 
well as the use of private materials and a synopsis pertaining to PlawrtitFs dogs, was used by 
Mams and Upson not only without PtahtifrTs permission, as was the use ofl'every other 
portion of the interview and Haihtiffis materials, but was also never contemplated or 
discussed with Plaintiff, The adorable puppies are depicted as freaks and, in a distorted way, 
arc portrayed as a substitute for human children. 

64. Hie film features numerous portions off interviews with tabloid employee Kent 
Gavin in which Gavin, who has never met Batnliff, states that PlamnWexchanged sex for 
money and mat she had advertised to give out sexual services, while the film shows cUfs? ©£ 
naktd Vfomen and "call girls!" taken from sex papers. These clips and Gamut's statements arc 

false, nusleading, andfar cast Hhmriffl in a raise light and are libelous. 

n? 
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1 65. Reporting on an interview with Beta- Tory, Andrew Anthony afflhe Observer 

2 quotes Tory as stating: "To my certain knowledge, in those days most of the papas woe 

3 written and edited by people who were technically drank." Anthony surannrized: "For Tray 

4 U the Mc&inney stunt was just another mad adventure in what was a ace-stop Hrrt Snrrt party 
S 

6 66. Defendants deliberately omitted from the film noferial proving that fticKamey 

7 was innocent including a telephone transcript off a tape recorded phone uiiumajti ontaaween 

8 FbMfiTand her fiance, a court 

9 MeKinney was innocent that it was "the Gnnctr that had been pressing charges Jgaimst 
10 MeKinney in 1977, and that their kidnap and rape yanvmsfea^. MwmwnSlteAtfm 

HI il ii mill nl In confua th theater audieiip md to create ifcwJ< ■Uml TMli ffli j " Tiin i in i 

12 PUBLICATION AND DISTRIBUTION 

13 67. A press tekase issued by SunSmcs Sekcts dated Janio^ 1185,2011 stated: 

H -'Sundance Selects announced today that the canaauiy is Masking HJtnrth. Amaxmi rijohls to 

US Erool Bahamas' highly acchumed dncumentary TABLOID.. . . Thecon a^my j pl aa toffllaytfae 

Hi critically acdUumcd film 9L tosy film festivals ^&»ci^t^m% selling fcoiMftie^edly 'md 

117 on their wide© on-demand phlfonn in Ike summer «aT2D ll.f. 
18 68, J$ifcarljeiii& 

119 distribution tiTTitisteM* to the puibhc began w July 20 H wniEa^wa8dntribnted% 

20 pifeaaliiB^ 

21 Ms^Jfcllafi*^ 

22 Dfefo. St Lsam> Ifefreii. O^^mA^l^i^^smm^^^^md^m^^ 

23 aa^fonwafc ym the Surafapee Seteate <w video-on-demand" > sewfee awaaTaafe nm lajtpKarimatie ty 

24 fcrty ttaffion (40^00(^000) hemes vol ansa tttajjnr caffiQe s^sfcans, imnawTaB (Qamsaat 

25 0*te*fl§^€^ 

26 ti9L Qa «s-^^ Js% 0% Stores $&ts& flffcsimffijg sua iisfim'kw osb "Mac $®xm£ «ff 

27 Ys^AmsKaii^sj^ "Jt^JMtJBhniie^amaie 

28 to Bw^ffld & pffig ®Tam^f*a^ Smito. and Wsmsm IhmiWfe. a Brattle all 
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ehlereferm." This statement is false, misleading, and/or casts Plaintiff in a false light. The 
statement was re-published in audio and in print on the Internet on or about July 18. 2011, 

70. On information and belief, Defendants released the film "Tabloid" to the 
genera) public in DVD format beginning on November 1,2011, 

DAMAGES 

?U As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' acts, Plaintiff hat suffered 
humiliation* mental anguish, depression, insomnia, agoraphobia, feelings ofltew self worth, 
chest pains, physical illness, and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind 
and body with severe emotional harm and anxiety, 

72. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' acts, Plauatffffe mother and 
fatter have also suffered severely, which has also exacerbated PlaimftfFs suffering, 

73. In 1978, Penthouse magazine had offered Plaintiff several million dollars for 
her story, but McKinney turned it down because she was opposed to nudity and did not fed) 
that Penthouse magazine was a proper forora for her love story, 

74. Defendants* theft and retention of PUmhWs materials taken from her luggage* 
without PlahafflPs consent and despite her request that the materials be returned, continue to 
prevent her fraan working on or publishing her book, causing her significant finandtdl harm. 

75. Plaintiff sues under the common law for defamation, invasion of privacy, fate 
light, and other causes of action, seeking monetary damages for Defendants* unjust 
enrichment fawn the use of Plaintiff's name, materials, likeness, and interview footage, 
general damages, lestiftaiiun of her materials, punitive damages, and fees and costs. 

COUNT 1: COMMON LAW MISAPPROPRIATION OF UKmmS/mVASIQM OF 

PRIVACY 
(Against AH Defendants) 

76. Plainti ff realleges and incorporates by reference earih ami every sXk^Hm 
contained in each of the above paragraphs as i f fully selt forth hereim. 

77.. "The fcrepwijsg events, iadadGtrcg the SLlfcaiss of Mares, Lipson, Osamay,, art 
eflbeirs m unian% olteinmg Plaintiffs wimmm* rAotof^aphs, wfee> immim^ mm^m 
dappe^ another material^ 
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$ iiltomi^ sBDAterttibian^ ffierttiae ISteSsiitiaiifid 1 (SHmuseaiKUUwittifit. 

4 "M- "BttP rnlatg^ipfwfe« ftfiHftainifffe mams, iilfaitt% amjjforllikgigas iforithe 

$ S&taRi&nK' ©ww uae «wJ Baenrifrt was wifcsmt Hftarntfffts asoraaant. 

(0 "HI As at ffgaBfattOg iB^i&<si¥IEi&i!&iiis' miB^pa^oKEdiitinafflH^ntiiB^ name. 

$ gltfSifl^flHniaitsiBqpotfitfku J^&iagi^fflMniiBfil^s^^ 

IKP 901 i4f ff ffilHtfllfT IPHW 11 """^ fiifFnrri Ht^^m^ m'Ujiiwii gffPhpilttCRas frame*, iiflffitfitty 

HI IfeKSS, m altegwi «bc*«> FMmtffilfeBs 'km fcamiExl im tfcst IHMhitlffli»»3»flEaHil 

02 fawifirmfaw, araaSal am^msfa, Apraaon, insomnia, agoraphobia, fiHdfiiB? «fflhaw«Jfiiwiirf|, 

03 dte& {sacs, jj^Jjgasiksl afeess, aod ajKs&ksMl ®h! lit^kM aSkftaa^ amiS teem ii^jws^. mumicd 
U4 and tod^ii^itfasCTriceinDWionai hnmandaBditty.. ^ancs^nkmlifiBbaanHnBdaKEli 

05 ctaflPWCS iff MB 8WBWW)t flfTffnff PPg (P |HHIuf 

US it The sbom-OBcitcd aiik^ijfMiifea atffflfeamtffls mam, afciaatff xax&kx 

17 Wetness by Dcfcridhnitt was done yith wifcc, fraud, «nrc|qptt3g*CM., and it maJklev* dfisnqgani 

US qffWoimtffta righto. Ifcaaasetheae acts wcie canted c^m^ 

H9 intentional maimer., this conduct nwntias the sssessaxsti effptniiovc clanmqges 5n aiaum 

20 sufftdent to punish and deter future such conduct 

21 

COUNT II: COMMERCIAL MRAHVOntlATION OF LMKWfBSS- 

22 CIVIL CODE § 3344/INVASION OF PRIVACY 

(Against Aft Dtfimflanas) 



82. PfattntiffiFreaileges and incapoiales by leference each and every allegation 
contained in each offthe above paragraphs as ifT fully set forth herein. 

S3. The foregoing events, including the actions oiflkfoms, Upson, Clearway and 
others in unfairly obtaining PtatmifTfs interview, photographs, video recordings, and 
newspaper clippings, and the writing, filming, production, and distribution off the film 
m 
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"Tabloid." which contained the aforementioned interview, photographs, video recordings, and 
newspaper clippings, amounted to an appropriation ofPlaaatffffs name, identity and/or 
likeness for the Defendant own use and benefit. 

84. The misappropriation of Plaintiff 's name, voice, photographs and likeness was 
directly connected with advertising and/or commercial sales, and was knowingly used by 
Defendants for those purposes for the film, a movie poster, and a soundtrack album. 

85. The misappropriation of Plaintiffs name, identity and/or likeness for the 
DefbntaftV own use and benefit was without Plaintiff 's consent. 

86. As a proximate result off Defendante' misappropriation of Ptaaflffififf's name, 
identity and/or likeness, as alleged above, PfeAnfitt has been harmed in that Ptewttnfffi'has 
suffered harm to reputation, and has been made a victim of unwilling notoriety. As a result, 
PlaintiffThas suffered such damages in an amount according to proof. 

87. As a further proximate result of misappropriation off PlainhVs name, identity 
and/or likeness, as alleged above, PlaintifiThas been harmed in that PlaintofiiThas suffered 
humiliation, mental anguish, depression, insomnia, agoraphobia, feelings of low self worth, 
chest pains, physical illness, and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind 
and body with severe emotional harm and anxiety. As a result, PtowrtlnfflThas suffered such 
damages in an amount according to proof. 

88. The above-recited misappropriation ofPlaintf ffte name, identity and/or 
likeness by Defendants was done with malice, fraud, or oppression, and in reckless disregard 
ofPlaiatiffrs rights. Because these aclS were carried out in a despicable, deliberate, and 
intentional manner, this conduct warrants the assessment off punitive damages in a sum 
sufficient to punish and deter future such conduct 

COUNT III: INTRUSION ON SECLUSION/INVASION OF PRIVACY 
(Against All Ikfenfants) 

19, PtttattMrealleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 
contained in each off the above paragraphs as ill fully set forth herein. 

90. Pfamtiffi has a right ofi privacy, including the right to Dive her own life in 

21 
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1 leelusion, without bring subjected to unwarranted and undcsired publicity. 

2 91. PtakfiWhad moved to have her privacy. PtoasflWhad changed her name to 

3 maintain her privacy, which Defendants have repeatedly given out, along with PtamtfOn 

4 private cell number, in an attempt to gain publicity for their film. They even showed images 

5 off P&mtfffs home and family, and gave otm her location and phone numbers m strangers and 

6 tabloids, which Clearway had promised not to do. 

7 92. fa taking the aforementioned actions, DrfcrnriantK intruded into the private 
§ affairs and the seclusion Plaoofiff enjoyed 

9 93, Pdbafants mtentionally intruded into Plamtttrs private affairs and seclusion, 

ffl 94, Tbe intrusion into Rtamlffts private attains and seclusion was fairly offensive 

11 to a reasonable person. 

H2 95. As a atmimate result off Mrortoi^ mtntsion into ffftainiiTrs gedusioq as 

113 alleged above. FD«flfi£H nas been harmed in that Hmtifflhas suffieted harm to leputation. As 

114 a result Ptaiifflnffffaas suffered such damages in an amount according to pmof 
IS 96l As arortbersjUQBmsatea^ 

H6 as alleged above, Pfewrtilffnas been banned to that WtaAntiflfflaas suffered forrfri'ffatfrn, fflpffrtal 

0 angnrifh, de pn s a ri on, iBMom ma, agoianbobia, isehng s cttisffw seflffwwmi, etaart pates, pfryrical 

Hi illness, and ennation al and pjaysical d as ftess, and has teeea aajored m mind and body wftb 

119 se*we emotional bum and anxiety. As a Jesuit, FMmtrgffatf suffered such damages in an 

20 ammrKtaccmnangtoasoot 

21 97. The above-recited 'm&umm am© HkaiftiaWs mdmm &g£m$mi& mm dme 

22 mifa laidbce. fiaud, orcppn*iwion mdmxd^lmdimf^tsfffSl^^sd^^ Seestm 

23 #ksc asts ussre earned ptias dk^pksafefe^ sdeSheiate, and sM£%tmid $mmm, ttfc ®m$8& 

24 awagartstiic assessment ^amatswedaanafjm to aasumaaalffieiiectto gaurtgh and deter feflffiB 
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contained in each of the above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein, 

99. The film -Tabloid," and the efforts on the part of Defendants to publicize the 
film, including displaying it at various film festivals, displaying trailers for the film, 
publishing posters about the film, and giving interviews about the content of the film were a 
form of publicity broadcast to numerous unknown persons throughout the world, 

100. Defendants, 1 depiction ofNntiffwas unfair andlor inaccurate. 

HOI. The false light in which Defendants depicted Puuntiffwas highly offensive to a 
reasonable person and often obscene. 

MEL In inaccurately andfor unfairly depicting Plaintiff, Defendants acted with 
knowledge of, or acted in reckless disregard of, the falsity of the publicized facts and the false 
light in which Plaustiillf would be placed. 

MB. As a proximate result off Defendant 1 depiction of Plaintiff', as alleged above. 
PlaintifThas been banned in that PlaindfThas suffered harm to reputation. As a result, 
PfaMtfifflF has suffered such damages in an amount according to proof. 

MM. As a further proximate result of Defendlaidls' depiction of Plaintiff, as alleged 
above, Pbnuinflf has been harmed in that Plaintiff has suffered hunonliation, mental anguish, 
depression, insomnia, agoraphobia, feelings ©flow seflff worth, chest pains, physical illness, 
and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind and body with severe 
emotional harm and anxiety. As a result, PhmaffifflFhas suffered such damages in an amount 
according to proof. 

1105. The above-recited depiction off PflamnWby Defendants was done with malice, 
fraud, or oppression, and in reckless disregard offPlkihuffts rights. Because these acts were 
carried out in a despicable, deliberate, and intentional maimer, this conduct warrants the 
assessment off punitive damages in a sum sufficient to punish and deter future such conduct 

COUNT V: DEFAMIATI ON 
(Against All Defendants) 

W$k Pbmtiiffi realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 
contained in each orTlhe above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

23 
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107. The above-referenced statements, depictions, and portrayals concerning 
PlahirMwerc false and unprivileged. 

108. The above-referenced statements, depictions, and portrayals were understood 
by those who saw and heard them as concerning PMntME 

109. The above-referenced statements about and depictions and portrayals of 
PfewMfifflTwere published numerous times to individuals all over the world, including theater 
audiences in the United Sbues, Great Britain, Canada, Australia, and other countries. 

110. The above-referenced statements, depictions, and portrayals have exposed 
Ptaaaiffto hatred, contempt public ridicule, derision, and disgrace, and suggested that 
FbomMhad engaged in prostitution, unchastity with men other than her fiance, sexual 
offenses, lewd activities, and the commission of criminal activity, including rape. 

111. In making the above-referenced statements and depictions, or in re-publishing 
them, Defendants acted with knowledge of, or acted in reckless disregard of, the falsity of the 
publicized facts and the false light in which Flkunfiff would be placed. 

1 12. As a proximate result of the above-referenced statements and depictions, as 
alleged above, FkmetiMhas been harmed in that PSaioMhas suffered barm to reputation. As 
a result, I^ihtiffiThas suffered such damages in an amount according to proof. 

1113. As a further proximate result off the above-referenced statements and 
depictions, as alleged above, PMamttWhas been harmed in that FbnrnW has suffered 
buunfllration, mental anguish, depression, insomnia, agoraphobia, feelings off tew self warth, 
chest pains, physical illness, and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in flsiild 
and foody with severe enoouonal harm and anxiety. As a result, PIsaiirMfl has suffered such 
damages in an amount according to proof. 

HH4, The above-referenced statements and depictions were done with tatsMce, fraud, 
oroppressoon, and in reckless disregard crTfHbihiUTls rights. Bmmm1ifa^§€t§wm§§m?k4 
out in % despicable, deliberate, and anfetational nraraner, this conduct wawaKts the memtmit 
off punitive damages in a sum sufficient to punish and deter future such conduct 
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COUNT Vh INTENTIONAL MBREPRESEKTATIONf FRAUD 
(Against All Defendants) 

1 15. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 
contained in each of the above paragraphs as if folly set forth herein. 

1 16. The representations and material omissions of Defendants, as alleged above, 
and each of them, were false. 

1 17. The true facts were, on information and belief, that Defendants at aD times 
knew such representations were false and made them with the intent to cause PlantiaTto rely 
upon them and to deceive Plaintiff and induce her to cooperate with Defendants, as alleged 
herein. 

1 18. Pfcwniflf believed and relied on the representations by Defendants and was 
thereby induced to cooperate with Defendants, as alleged herein. Had it nol been for 
Plaint Ifffs reliance on said representations and material omissions, Plaintiff" would not have 
cooperated with Defendants or given them an interview. 

1 119. The facts alleged herein to have been omitted by Defendants or 
mis re p re se n ted by Defendants were material to Pteffifflfs decision to cooperate with 
Defendants. Had PlaintiiTbelieved she was contributing to a film called 'Tabloid.** or 
anything other than a Sho Wnne television series that was intended to reflect positively on her, 
she would not have cooperated with Defendants. 

920. PfemttffTs reliance on DefemitonV tnmaraqprgsentalions and omissions was 
reasonable and justifiable. 

Oil. As a proximate result ofPlaimtf fffs reliance on Dtefamfantte' 1 mmqptes&Aaliem 
and omissions, as alleged above, Phmtiifilhas been harmed rin that FMhrifflTtoas suffered fomn 
to reputation. As a result, Hlamtifflhas suffered such damages in an amount according i@ 
proof. 

H2L As a further proximate result ofi J^&u&fflts? depiction cri fMntiit, m alleged 

above, fflhnmfflhas Item harmed in that ffamtifflTras suffered ftmroMfliation, annual anguish, 

depression, mmmmm, ^waphobsa, feeliiigg offltew sdffaasifli, etas pains, $ftp*eal fflmm* 
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1 and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind and body with severe 

2 emotional harm and anxiety. As a result. Plaintiff has suffered such damages in an amount 

3 according to proof. 

4 123. The above-recited depiction of Plaintiff by Defendants was done with malice, 

5 fraud, or oppression, and in reckless disregard ofPlaaantTs rights. Because these acts were 

6 carried out in a despicable, deliberate, and intentional manner, this conduct warrants the 

7 assessment of punitive damages in a sum sufficient to punish and deter future such conduct. 
8 

COUNT VII: BREACH OF CONTRACT 

9 (Against All Defeadants) 

EO 124. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

1 1 contained in each of the above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

112 125. An agreement existed between Plaintiff and Defendants whereby PlaintW 

13 allowed Morris to interview her on September 112, 2009 solely for a Showtime television 

14 series about paparazzi, and only on the following conditions: 

US a it would be a "short interview* 1 about tabloid tactics and paparazzi and how 

16 they destroy privacy, and would be shown on Showtime network; 

117 b. the TV show would depict the feet that Plaintiff was innocent of 

H8 accusations that had been leveled against her in England in 1977; 

119 c, it would help clear PlairrtifTFs name; 

20 d, Month's agents would go to England to obtain court records to show that 

21 Plaiiniiiffi was never even charged with rape, and would share the records 

22 I with her, 
e, no defamatory material would be used, and nothing at all from the Daily 

M II AlftTOr tabloid; 

15 f in order to protect PHaihtiffls privacy, PMnflnfflTs home, family and pets 
would not be photographed, her location would not be revealed, and her 

11 [I contact information would not be provided to journalists. 

M IM, F'buttiiOI fulfilled any and all amdilions and duties to Defendants under my 
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contract, written, oral, or implied, with Defendants, as alleged herein, 

127. Defendants breached die agreement, as alleged herein, by using Menris's 
interview with Plaintiff and the materials taken from FteimiflTs Luggage in a Rim, *Tafete*&? 
and by violating all of the other above-referenced conditions, 

128. The aforementioned breaches were material to the purposes of the above- 
referenced agreement. Defendants bleached the agreement willfully. 

129. The March EX 20 10 release is iMumforceahle because it was signed under 
severe duress. In the alternative, Defendants breached oral conditions of that release, 
specifically, that Defendants help save Plaintiffs dog from execution by providing legal 
counsel and that Defendants would return to Pbintiffif her missing materials, by railing to 
provide proper legal counsel by paying an individual $2,000 to make the dog appear vicious 
in order to cause the dog to be executed, and by retaining Plaintiff s materials. 

130. As a direct and proximate result dFDdffls&nte 5 ' breaches, PtaintifiThas suffered 
damages according to proof. 

COUNT VHI: INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

(Against All Defendants) 

DI. PlaotitiftTreal leges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 
contained in each of the above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

OZ Defendants acted knowingly and unreasonably with the intent to inflict mental 
anguish, humiliation, and emotional and physical distress upon the Plaintiff, as alleged herein. 

033, Defendants' conduct had a severe and traumatic effect on Pfamttfffs emotional 
tranquility. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' acts, PlnaatMf suffered severe 
emotional distress in the form offhurtaliation, mental anguish, depression, insomnia, 
agoraphobia, feelings of low self worm, chest pains, physical illness, and emotional and 
physical distress, and has been injured in mind and body with severe emotional harm and 
anxiety. 

134. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' conduct, Plaintiff has suffered 
general damages according to proof. 
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COUNT IX: CONVERSION 
(Against All Defendants) 

135. PlaintifTrealleges and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 
contained in each of the above paragraphs as iffufly set forth herein, 

136. Plaintiff had a right of ownership and possession over her materials and 
mtfflOfftbillA, Including photographs, video recordings, news clips, home movies, and the like, 
as alleged herein. 

117, Defendants, through their wrongful actions, wrongfully assumed control and 
§ ownership of Plaintiffs materials, as alleged herein. 

f § IIS. Defendants' conduct had a severe and traumatic effect on PlanrtWs emotional 

j\ tranquility. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' acts, Plantiftfhas suffered 
jl§ humiliation, mental anguish, depression, insomnia, agoraphobia, feelings of low self worth, 
\\j chest pains, physical illness, and emotional and physical distress, and has been injured in mind 
|4 and body with severe emotional hatm and anxiety. 

|1| 139. As a direct and proximate result of Defemftnn^' conduct, FlmtfMhm suffered 

\\$ general damages according to proof. 

17 

COUNT X: UNJUCTENMGMMENT 
118 (Against All DtiEmtinrts) 

\\§ H410. J^iirtifF realleges and iroasipsrate* by reference each and every allegation 

i§ contained in each of! the above paragraphs as iifl folly set foiih herein. 
21 Ml. By reason ctf Breaches off anus, imemwral nusrepfesentation, and otim 

%% wrongs, as alleged herein, Dldbiiiiaiitis, and each of them, teave feeen unjustly enriched at ttoe 
3$ exp«as£ €MlTP%akMiff; 

If H In, ©cMifew«d a tetaadit aptm fMemkms* 
M 1 114a. mmmkm fey IMsrafanis efftfas fearife mmMffl&mfmmi up» mM 



19 f£§titution ofaU Interviews, materials, and any other matter of contained and held by 
B§fyftiffl% and eaeh ef them, in an amount to be shown by proof at time of trial, 

COUNT Xli VIOLATION OF CAL. BUS. & PROF. CODE § 17200 
(Against All Defendants) 

f45» PlaJntlfTrea! leges and incorporates by reference each end every allegation 
contained in each of the above paragraphs as if fully set forth herein. 

146. Defendants' acts and practices as alleged in this Complaint constitute unlawful, 
unfair, and/or fraudulent business practices in violation of the Unfair Competition Law, Cal. 
Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, el seg. 

147. Defendants engaged in unlawful business practices by. among other things, 
engaging in conduct that constitutes fraudulent concealment and nondisclosure. 

148. Defendants engaged in unfair business practices by, among other things: (a) 
engaging in conduct where any utility of that conduct is outweighed by the gravity of the 
consequences to Plaintiff; (b) engaging in conduct that is immoral, unethical, oppressive, 
unscrupulous, or substantially injurious to Plaintiff; and (c) engaging in conduct that 
ufflteiines or violates the stated policies underlying the €LRA, Civil Code $ 1175®, daeq. 
which seeks to protect nwsunnrrs against unfiaar and &mp business practices and to pronpgie a 
basic level offhonesty and nefiabiliry in the naada^pbce, as well as pslfeges underlying the 
common bw, such as fraudulent concealment and ncwdfedosure. 

11419. JDHhwfawfils engaged an fraudulent business practices fey engaging iw conduct 
that was and is fikdy to deceive consumers acting reasonably omvfler the circumstances, 

USUI Iflkmttiffls visually unpaired and ihettefcre "disablecT' as that term h defined in 
Caffifinma Business &WKB&&kmGodt§tt1/Mkh 

DM. As a direct and ymmmaiz cause cfll%femfefflff' igisgsadiBiiclf FMttiffi te§ 
mfflmcd economic baron. Acocidinigly, FRjantifflgBrib equitable neueC iwdludiflg ;%&(Mtftte>fl 
all wmsxy wnmqgnalljr asopured fey flMaratSawte as a mmA ctfiftsSr uidtotfyi mMf, mi 

pandmcs mdw^ms^m^mm^ and pmgmy w&xGsL Ite, A fftefc § ti!f2Gfo-L 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE. Plaintiff prays for judgment as follows: 
a) For general damages according to proof; 
h) F§f compensatory ami other contractual damages according to proof; 
e) ¥m punitive damages In an amount appropriate to punish Defendants for their 
wrongful conduct and to set an example for others; 

d) P« Defendants' unjust enrichment due to their wrongful acts; 

e) The restitution ©fHainHWis materials, as alleged herein; 
Q For interest on the sum of damages awarded; 

fO g| Rf civil penalties and restoration of money and property pursuant to California 
Business & Professions Code § 17206.1; 

h) For attorneys' fees and costs of suit herein incurred; 

i) Per such ancillary orders and decrees as may be necessary to enjoin and restrain 
the improper conduct and wrongdoing of Dtefofdants; and 

j) F«r such other and farther relief as the Court deems proper, 

JURY DEMAND 
l%irmrl hereby demands a trial by jury on all counts. 
DATED: Nwanber2,2011 SSssfSrtfully submitted, 

THE TIDfflCKUW FIRM 




By: 



Fa£&K @Mm-ffi6 

Ifvffitttli ^p^W 

Atteswgp ffcr ffl&mtfff 

39) 



